Wright State University

CORE Scholar
Browse all Theses and Dissertations

Theses and Dissertations

2007

The Value of Deliberative Democratic Practices to Civic Education
Brooke M. Shannon
Wright State University

Follow this and additional works at: https://corescholar.libraries.wright.edu/etd_all
Part of the International Relations Commons

Repository Citation
Shannon, Brooke M., "The Value of Deliberative Democratic Practices to Civic Education" (2007). Browse
all Theses and Dissertations. 136.
https://corescholar.libraries.wright.edu/etd_all/136

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Theses and Dissertations at CORE Scholar. It has
been accepted for inclusion in Browse all Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of CORE
Scholar. For more information, please contact library-corescholar@wright.edu.

THE VALUE OF DELIBERATIVE DEMOCRATIC
PRACTICES TO CIVIC ECUCATION

A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree of
Master of Arts

By

BROOKE M. SHANNON
B.A., Columbia College, 2004

2007
Wright State University

WRIGHT STATE UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES
June 6, 2007
I HEREBY RECOMMEND THAT THE THESIS PREPARED UNDER
MY SUPERVISION BY Brooke M. Shannon ENTITLED The Value of Deliberative
Democratic Practices to Civic Education BE ACCEPTED IN PARTIAL
FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF Master of Arts.
______________________________
Laura M. Luehrmann, Ph.D.
Thesis Director
______________________________
Laura M. Luehrmann, Ph.D.
Director, Master of InternationalComparative Politics Program
Committee on Final Examination:
___________________________________
Laura M. Luehrmann, Ph.D.
Department of Political Science
___________________________________
Chad C. Atkinson, Ph.D.
Department of Political Science
___________________________________
Doris G. Johnson, Ed.D.
Department of Teacher Education
___________________________________
Joseph F. Thomas, Ph.D.
Dean, School of Graduate Studies

ABSTRACT

Shannon, Brooke Micheal. M.A., Department of Political Science, Applied Behavioral
Science Program, Wright State University, 2007.
The Value of Deliberative Democratic Practices to Civic Education.

The causal relationship between measures of deliberative democratic practices and
quality of citizen participation were examined using selected variables from the
International Association for the Evaluation of Education Achievement’s (IEA) 1999
Civic Education Study (CivEd). Logit regression for survey data was used to analyze
whether a causal relationship existed between two indicators of deliberative democratic
practices and a total of four measures of both current and expected student participation
using data from three countries, the United States, England, and Australia. One
independent variable, the degree to which students believed their teachers encouraged
discussion of controversial political or social issues, had an effect on two measures of
participation, including students’ expectations to engage in both informed voting and a
peaceful protest. An effect of the second independent variable, the degree to which
students believed their teachers represented several sides of an issue, had an effect on
students’ expectation to engage in informed voting. An interpretation of the marginal
effects is discussed. Implications from this study provide insight on the value of
deliberative democratic practices to civic education and point to the development of more
efficient theoretical constructs for identifying and measuring differences in democratic
practice and the value of those practices to civic education.
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I. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE
Determining the value of deliberative democracy practices to the goal(s) of
education has become increasingly popular on an international scale. Attempts to govern
and educate citizens in a way that promotes equality seem to be deviating from traditional
methods, perhaps due to an ethical imperative to recognize and respond to individual
differences and identities. One alternative to traditional democratic education is
deliberative democratic education. Incorporating deliberative democracy practices into
the educational system, however, is not a subtle change. Significant policy reform would
be required to adequately support a deliberative democratic educational institution. In
particular, uncertain is whether deliberative democratic practices are compatible with the
current goals(s) of education, which range from knowledge transfer, democratic
preparation, skills development, to values-building. If the education system is an
appropriate means of democratic preparation, and deliberative democratic practices are a
valid means of such preparation, then what exactly is the value of deliberative democracy
to students’ current and expected participation in democracy?
Do deliberative democratic practices in schools increase quality of citizen participation?
One underlying assumption of this research is that the education system and civic
education are vital to sustaining democratic society. Some scholars (Lyotard, 1979/1984;
Freire, 2000; Abbott & Ryan, 2001; Ryan, 2004) suggest that empirical structures
currently supporting the education system undermine students’ potential for
democratic participation and competency by instituting educational programs that enforce
1

an unequal power relation between student and teacher. While the curriculum itself may
or may not be oppressive, the classroom climate must also be evaluated to ensure an
environment that fosters identity-building, critical thought, and empowerment of ideas.
Instituting deliberative democratic practices, centered on mutual respect, in the classroom
might help establish such an environment. The idea of deliberation and the range of
deliberative democratic principles will be explored, considering works by Habermas
(1981/1984, 1981/1989), Gutmann (1993), Gutmann and Thompson (1996), Bohman
(1996) and Macedo (1999). In particular, Gutmann and Thompson (1996) define three
principles of deliberative democracy – reciprocity, publicity, and accountability – that
function in a fashion conducive to certain constitutional constraints – basic liberty, basic
opportunity, and fair opportunity. Although Gutmann and Thompson (1999) readily
admit that deliberative democracy is not always appropriate, they do argue that the
education system is an ideal place for deliberation to occur.
To gain understanding about whether teaching these principles in the education system
increase the quality of citizen participation, the meaning of quality participation must be
defined. Since the late 1960’s, the International Association for the Evaluation of
Educational Achievement (IEA) has been evaluating civic education programs. In 1999,
IEA conducted an extensive, Civic Education Study (CivEd) that included sample data
from 28 countries. The CivEd study carefully separates civic knowledge into two subgroups: content knowledge and civic skills. Content knowledge scores are structured to
assess students’ factual knowledge (e.g., what is democracy?). Civic skill items
measure students’ ability to interpret concepts contextually (e.g., which of the following
statements in undemocratic?). These measures alone, however, may not capture civic
2

competency entirely. In addition to civic knowledge, the CivEd study included a survey
on students’ concepts of democracy, citizenship, and government; attitudes toward civic
issues; and expected political participation. Important analysis of democratic and civic
education is also found in works by Colby, Ehrlich, Beaumont, and Stephens (2003),
Popkin and Dimock (1999), Elkin (1999), Gaventa (1999), and Finkel (2003).
Overall, theoretical works on deliberative democracy and civic education will be
situated within the framework of classic scholars who define educational purpose
(Dewey, 1916; Lyotard, 1979/1984; Habermas, 1981/1984, 1981/1989; Barber, 1999;
Freire, 2000), as well as the current educational goals outlined by various nations’
educational policies (Department for Education and Skills, 2001; Ministerial council on
Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs, 1999; Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America in Congress, 1994). The objective is to
explore whether practices that can be characterized as deliberative democratic ultimately
enhance current and expected student engagement.

3

II. LITERATURE REVIEW
Social ethics offers normative critiques of democracy and provides an analytical
framework for assessing the quality of such factors as citizen representation, preparation,
and participation. A growing trend within this field is to explore the realm and value of
deliberative democracy, which promises profound equality within democratic societies.
Enlightenment writers emphasized the ability to reason about morals and politics. Kant
believed people should move from dependence to autonomy – “the ability ‘to use one’s
understanding without guidance from another’” (as cited in Goodin & Pettit, 1993, p. 41).
Rousseau, on the other hand, argued that human beings exist only as social creatures –
within a society (as cited in Goodin & Pettit). Therefore, he described reasoning as a
social product, resulting in the general will of the people and completely changed from
any previous form. Rousseau explained that humans accept the social contract of the
general will because it promises a more secure existence than the nature of man outside
of society, which may be evil or altruistic. The early discourse found in enlightenment
philosophy is recapitulated in the current discussion about education’s goals and how
democracy can be most effectively promoted.
From Socrates to Marx, philosophers have emphasized the didactic process
famously described by Hegel in which knowledge progresses through a cycle of thesis,
antithesis, synthesis, and on to a new thesis (Goodin & Pettit, 1993). Conflict, in this
view, is not negative but gives rise to growth. Similarly, deliberative democrats
recognize the value of conflict but view deliberation as an ongoing dialectic in
4

which cooperation among different voices creates solutions to social conditions as
dynamic and fluid as society. Deliberative democrats focus, at least in part, on the
process of cooperation and how moral disagreements can be deliberated with civility
(Bohman, 1996).
This literature review explores deliberation as a democratic ideal. Furthermore,
using the education system as a means of teaching deliberative processes and, in turn,
using deliberative processes for developing the education system is addressed. As the
theory of deliberative democracy develops, various questions which trigger
methodological, ethical, and practical concerns are raised. How does cooperation in a
complex society occur without reasonable individuals having to compromise their
beliefs? If such cooperation is possible, and is not innate, then how and where is such a
strategy learned and by whom? In response to these questions, Gutmann and Thompson
offer deliberative democracy as a method of accommodation and further suggest that
incorporating deliberative democracy into the education system is, perhaps, the most
effective resort. However, even if deliberative democratic practices are appropriate for
such an environment, infiltration of such ideals into the school system might not
compatible with the current goal(s) of education: knowledge transfer, skills development,
democratic preparation, and values-building.
Educational goals and programs within a static society might be easily
determined. History, however, suggests that society changes across time and context.
Friction often appears during debates about the role of democratic education within a
democratic society. Furthermore, selection of which principles ought to be supported by
democratic education is a source of contention. Within democratic societies certain
5

values and ideals, such as tolerance and equality, seem to be non-negotiable.
Deliberative ideals, including accountability, reciprocity, and publicity, are not as
widely accepted by democrats as essential for a democratic foundation. Literature on
deliberative democracy focuses on developing theoretical foundations and has taken
significant shape over the past ten years. Also given considerable attention is the effect
of education (e.g., civic) on democracy and in promoting democratic ideals. Civic
education is a controversial subject when paired with national education not only because
of the strain on time and resources, but because of conflicting ideas of what the goal(s) of
education should be.
Prominent educational goals include: knowledge transfer, democratic preparation,
skills development, and values-building. Regarding democratic preparation, the
education system is viewed as instrumental for preparing students to be future citizens. If
this goal is to be supported, then the manner in which students should be prepared and for
what level of participation should be carefully discussed and analyzed. Debates about the
role of democratic education, though not specifically stated as such, include: Does
competency require knowledge? Does knowledge constitute competency? Does effective
democratic participation require competency? How do citizens become competent? The
literature which addresses the aforementioned questions and the thematic contentions
regarding deliberative democratic principles, the goal(s) of education, and the role of
democratic education within a democratic society is discussed and offers a framework for
analyzing deliberative democratic practices and quality participation.
Exploring Deliberative Democracy
Democracy is not a monolithic form of government. Democracy can be likened
6

to a class of drugs that is to be used for certain types of ailments, such as tyranny or
anarchy. Some people demand a highly, regimented treatment while others do not care
what the treatment is as long as it cures. This is the difference between procedural and
substantive democracy. Intuitively, procedural democracies are committed to the
process. A Schumpeterian definition of democracy is procedural in nature, “the
democratic method is that institutional arrangement for arriving at political decisions in
which individuals acquire the power to decide by means of a competitive struggle for the
people’s vote” (as cited in Dahl, Shaprio, & Cheibub, 2003, p. 9). Schumpeter argues
that a democracy is legitimate as long as the decision-making process includes contested
elections.
Compared to procedural, substantive democracies are more concerned about the
outcome of political decisions. In contrast, a strictly procedural process could result in an
undemocratic state. For example, a situation in which a contested and publicly elected
president who, with the support of the people, subsequently banned religiously based
media would qualify as a democracy from a strictly procedural point of view. However,
the banning of religiously based media would violate the concept of civil liberties (i.e.,
freedom of speech) that some substantive democrats aim to preserve.
Democratic practices might also be classified as deliberative or aggregative,
which are fundamentally different. Deliberative democrats believe that legitimacy of law
can be strengthened by ensuring reasonable justification throughout the decision-making
process by requiring all parties involved to justify individual perspectives. The hope is
that actors need to collect information in order to provide justification and, also, that
actors gain a holistic view through the process of listening to other rationale.
7

Aggregative practices are based on a procedural type of model, and flaunt legitimacy of
outcomes based on majority rule even amidst misinformed individuals. In short,
aggregative democracy points to a solution based on quantifiable “votes” cast during the
decision-making processes. Deliberative democracy requires all parties involved in the
decision-making process to provide rational justification in order to create the solution.
For the purpose of deliberation, rationale is defined by what Gutmann and Thompson
(2004, pp. 72-73) describe as a “moral point of view”, which is validated by three
requirements. “First,...the argument…must presuppose a disinterested perspective that
could be adopted by any member of a society, whatever his or her other particular
circumstances…Second, …premises in the argument that depend on empirical evidence
or logical inference should in principle be open to challenge by generally accepted
methods of inquiry…Third, premises for which empirical evidence or logical inference is
not appropriate should not be radically implausible.”
Supporters of deliberative democracy believe accommodation should be the focus
within a democratic system. Accommodation emphasizes decision-making through
consensus (Gutmann & Thompson, 1996) and is accomplished through what Habermas
(1981/1984) describes as communicative action. Ultimately, deliberative democracy
challenges the oppressive socio-political structure that marginalizes minority groups.
Fundamentally opposed to compromising about important issues, deliberative theorists
question the morality of a zero-sums type game. The process of deliberation strives to
represent all rational positions based not only on the assumption that accommodation is
possible but that deliberation will reveal what is actually good for all participants
(Habermas, 1981/1989). Legitimacy, then, is established by agreement, or consensus,
8

about individual or institutional values common among other “societal subsystems” (p.
242).
Within a deliberative democracy, legitimacy is supported by rational arguments,
based on validity claims, which are also called truth claims or social facts (Habermas,
1981/1984, 1981/1989). In the tradition of discourse theorists, Habermas promises
communicative action will reveal “a common definition of their [people’s] action
situations and of coming to some understanding about topics and plans within this
interpretive framework” (1981/1984, p. 8). Essentially, Habermas claims that
deliberation establishes topic parameters within which participants can work towards an
all-inclusive solution. Within this framework, minority groups become empowered to
participate in their own government, and citizens are held accountable to ensure this
framework includes their position, although direct participation is unnecessary (Gutmann,
1993). Gutmann and Thompson (1996, p.13) stipulate that positions must be potentially
persuasive, as well as applicable to all people “similarly situated.” This implies that
personal experience and knowledge of others’ experiences within the same context have
value in the formation of a logical position.
Consensus is made easier in the presence of empathy (Putnam, 2000) and other
civic virtues, such as political tolerance and institutional trust (Finkel, 2003).
Participation in voluntary organizations and public deliberation are two social practices
that encourage such values. Putnam argues that participating in voluntary organizations
and social groups increases social capital, a concept that refers to developing personal
connections and networks, interpersonal trust and communication, and empathy. Social
groups offer non-threatening environments for discussing and developing ideas. As
9

personal connections are established and social groups grow, understanding of the
ambiguous “other” increases, giving rise to social and cultural empathy.
Public deliberation serves a function similar to that of voluntary organizations.
Bohman (1996) claims public deliberation increases participants’ potential to reason
effectively. He likens public deliberation to a jury of “free citizens” deciding upon a
“verdict”, which requires open dialogue and addresses the concerns of all involved (p. 8).
He warns, however, that there is a balance between accommodation and protecting
democratic ideals in a pluralist society (p. 9). Reiterated is the requirement that outcomes
must preserve fundamental democratic operations. Additionally, his concerns for
deliberation question what is convincing and how dialogue can help discover the answer
“without surrendering the political equality of citizens, the non-tyranny of outcomes, and
the publicity of dialogue” (p. 69).
Gutmann and Thompson have significantly advanced deliberative democracy
theory, but serious challenges about its theoretical underpinnings and feasibility are
raised by their critics. Deliberative democracy theorists still do not agree on “a simple set
of core claims” (Macedo, 1999, p. 4). For example, Gutmann and Thompson argue that
“deliberative democracy expresses a set of principles, not only a practice” (1999, p. 244).
Some scholars struggle with this dichotomous nature – deliberative democracy claims to
support both procedural and substantive goals (Schauer, 1999). The principles of
deliberative democracy – reciprocity, publicity, and accountability – must function in a
fashion conducive to certain constitutional constraints, namely basic liberty, basic
opportunity, and fair opportunity (Gutmann & Thompson, 1996) (see Figure 2.1).
Schauer points out that, because of the various stipulations, few procedures qualify as
10

acts of deliberation even when deliberation was the goal. If few acts of deliberation
actually occur, then evidence that deliberative democracy is effective is rare and, perhaps,
limited.

Mutual
Respect

Constitutional
Rights

Rec ipr oc ity

Preservation of
Constitutional
Rights

Acc ount ability
Critical
Thought
Publicit y

Legitimation

=

“Black Box”

The common
will is created
through
deliberation

Constitutional Rights: Basic Liberties, Basic Opportunities, Fair Opportunities

Figure 2.1. Deliberative Democratic Legitimation. Combines the rationale of several
deliberative democrats (Habermas, 1981/1984, 1981/1989; Gutmann, 1993; Gutmann &
Thompson, 1996, 1999, 2004). Model portrays the legitimation process in which mutual
respect demands critical thinkers to engage in public, accountable, and reciprocal
deliberation and that functions to preserve basic constitutional rights and create an
outcome to accommodate all parties.
Other scholars consider deliberative democracy an idealist notion with little realworld application (Macedo, 1999). First, moral disagreements are strong belief systems
that are sometimes irrational, like those based on religion. Gutmann and Thompson do
not merit religious beliefs as rational, and, therefore, religious beliefs are not legitimate
positions that demand deliberative attention (1996). If deliberation invalidates religious
considerations in moral disagreement, then perhaps the method is more exclusive than
inclusive.
The process of deliberation is also a time-consuming process. Bell (1999) poses
the example of the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina and the need for an urgent response to
11

crisis. Deliberation was not an option. Furthermore, the decision was not based on a
moral disagreement. Gutmann and Thompson (1999) respond to Bell by acknowledging
deliberation is not appropriate for all situations. They recommend, when the
appropriateness for deliberation is questioned, “citizens or their accountable
representatives” should determine such a claim through the process of deliberation (p.
246). Again, the efficiency of time spent deliberating is questioned. Additionally, if
deliberation is an ongoing act of cooperation that does not promise to uncover ultimate
truth and, instead, may result in a consensus to mutually respect decisions, its
effectiveness is then difficult to gauge.
The Goal(s) of Education
In 1892, the National Education Association appointed a committee to research a
proposed structure for primary and secondary education. Chaired by Charles Eliot, the
committee discussed such topics as course curriculum, time-allotment by subject, point of
subject introduction, and the possibility of college-bound tracks. Though vague and
admittedly rushed, members accepted that “education which gives a view in all directions
is the work of elementary and secondary schools” (p. 57). Members generally agreed
subject-matter emphasis could vary depending on geographical location and that
“education of the will through ethical ideas and correct habit” was central to education’s
goal (p. 57).
In 1918, the Department of the Interior Bureau of Education determined that
“Education in a democracy, both within and without the school, should develop in each
individual the knowledge, interests, ideals, habits, and powers whereby he will find his
place and use that place to shape both himself and society toward ever nobler ends”
12

(1928, p. 3). Accordingly, the commission outlined the following educational objectives:
health, command of fundamental processes, worthy home membership, vocation,
citizenship, worthy use of leisure, and ethical character (p. 5).
More recently, individual schools profess mission statements expressing
pedagogical methods and expectations. Mission statements vary across liberal, technical,
religious, and state-run institutions but are required to enforce state and national
standards. For example, the Ohio Department of Education requires measurable
achievement and progressive goals in accordance with the National Education Goals
established by Congress (1994). Congressional objectives included increase in overall
percentage of academic performance within each quartile and an increase in students’
ability to reason, solve problems, and communicate. Also required is participation from
all students in “activities that promote and demonstrate good citizenship, good health,
community service, and personal responsibility” (Title I, Sec. 102).
Although many national education goals address student participation and
citizenship, more emphasis is placed on marketable skills. By 2000, the United States’
goal was to display the world’s leading student-body in math and science, a goal that
would be assisted by increasing the primary and secondary school staff devoted to math
and science by fifty percent. Another US goal was to increase citizens’ competitive value
in the global market by ensuring that “all workers will have the opportunity to acquire the
knowledge and skills, from basic to highly technical, needed to adapt to emerging new
technologies, work methods, and markets through public and private educational,
vocational, technical, workplace, or other programs” (Title I, Sec. 102).
England’s Department for Education and Skills begins their national education
13

plan with language of student empowerment and aspirations and then adds “But,
investment in modernization is the imperative” (2001, p. 7). They are committed to
maintaining a model of education equal to that of the best schools. Similarly, Australia’s
national education goals aim for improvement of academic performance and better
opportunities within competitive job markets (Ministerial Council on Education,
Employment, Training and Youth Affairs, 1999). Specifically stated, Australia’s
“achievement of the national goals for schooling will assist young people to contribute to
Australia's social, cultural and economic development in local and global contexts,” as
well as “exercise their rights and responsibilities as citizens of Australia.”
In addition to educators, theorists in the fields of psychology, sociology and
political science also challenge the goals of education. Normative questions about the
goal of education concern its value to developing or maintaining democracy and address
such themes as knowledge transfer, democratic preparation, skills development, and
values-building.
Knowledge Transfer
Knowledge transfer is central to educational design. Academic performance must
meet specific standards, which necessitates that curriculum and subject-matter objectives
be standardized. The concept of knowledge transfer resembles the “banking concept of
education”, “in which the scope of action allowed the students extends only as far as
receiving, filing, and storing the deposits” of knowledge (Freire, 2000, p. 72).
Democratic evaluation and deliberative democratic are two types of evaluation
described by Ryan (2004). Democratic evaluation involves “teachers’ perspectives and
judgment about scientific evidence and their professional practice” (p. 447) but also
14

considers various stakeholders’ perspectives (e.g., the students). Deliberative democratic
evaluation (1) identifies preferences and values of (2) all stakeholders’ and citizens
concerned (3) through dialogue (rather than scientific methods). The goal is to “equalize
power relationships” (p. 448) throughout the evaluation process so objective suggestions
for improvement can be made “characterized by a moral and an empirical dimension” (p.
449). Using the example of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) adopted by
the United States and Great Britain, Ryan claims that the education program can no
longer be evaluated democratically or deliberative democratically. Ryan claims that
NCLB “essentially institutionalizes the reliance on performance indicators as a key
mechanism for improving student achievement” (p. 443). The point of contention is that
this type of evaluation reflects a “climate of control and efficiency” (p. 444) and
disregards the stakeholders’ (students’) perspectives.
Democratic Preparation
John Dewey (1916) claims that education should prepare students for
participation within a democratic society. He holds citizen participation as a fundamental
duty essential to society. Similarly, Barber (1999) states that “public education is
education for citizenship” (p. 226). Nations have made efforts to include measures of
participation and civic development, such as participation in a student council or
membership in extracurricular activities. For example, in many nations, students are
required to participate in civic education (e.g., curriculum, school councils, and
extracurricular activity). Arguably, requiring students participate in extracurricular is
adverse to widely accepted democratic principles.
Skills Development
15

Some scholars believe the education system has been misdirected into fulfilling
production requirements for the dominant socio-economic structure. The goal of
education in this kind of system is to train individuals according to the skill sets required
for national sustenance. Lyotard (1979/1984), who refers to the current socio-economic
structure – reliant upon technology and knowledge exchange – as “the metanarrative” (p.
34), claims that all educational goals are legitimized and prioritized according to their
value to the metanarrative (see Figure 2.2). His structural description portrays education

LEGITIMATION
Filter

Paradigmatic Value

Socio-political Concerns
Figure 2.2. Legitimation and the Metanarrative. A sociopolitical concern is recognized
based on its contribution or value to a current paradigm, or metanarrative.
in terms of supply and demand in which only skill sets high in demand are utilized.
Though man-made, essentially the structure has to be supported unless reformation, or
deconstruction, is undertaken to redefine the terms of supply and demand: “Knowledge is
and will be produced in order to be sold, it is and will be consumed in order to be
valorized in a new production” (p. 4).
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Influenced by Marx’s ideas of socialism, Lyotard’s analysis depicts a remarkable
power relationship. If supply is slave to demand, the units of supply can be seen as
commodities. Humans are potential slaves to the technological culture, now made
capitalistic, and gain legitimacy or approval based upon their contribution to the model.
Everything else, all other production, can be viewed as possessing low value or, perhaps,
being disposable. Knowledge gained for purposes other than production “loses its ‘usevalue’” (p. 5) and is equated to ignorance.
Referring again to Ryan’s (2004) analysis of the NCLB act, students are required
to meet national standards for literacy, mathematics, science, and English fluency. The
legislation is drafted to consider only “performance indicators” (p. 443) as qualifications
for success. Evaluators complain that all current evaluation methods exclude feedback
from the stakeholders (e.g., students), and therefore the legislation does not allow for
democratic assessment. The NCLB act also lawfully legitimizes an educational program
that feeds the metanarrative (Lyotard, 1979/1984) and produces the skill sets required to
increase students’ future success in the post-industrial job-market and ensure national
sustenance. Neither goal lacks commendation, but individual skill development that
potentially leads to social reconstruction is prevented. Essentially a reconstructivist
model, deliberative democracy opposes a legitimation process that treats students as
commodities and fundamentally disregards the principles of mutual respect and
reciprocity.
Values-Building
Values-building as a goal of education encompasses positions about how citizens
should behave socially to improve democracy. Colby, Ehrlich, Beaumont, and Stephens
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(2003, p. 11) conclude that one goal of education takes the form of values-building. They
recommend guidelines for educators to handle the inevitable “hidden curriculum” set
forth by each educational institution’s commitment to democratic ideals (p. 11).
Educators should provide the moral and civic understanding necessary for
comprehending democratic processes, foster moral and civic motivation to emphasize
that democracy is for the people and participation can make a difference, and, lastly,
promote moral and civic skills as fundamental tools for democratic participation.
Moral and civic skills are fostered by what Putnam (2000) and Diamond (2003)
call social capital (e.g., voluntary organizations), which generates “trust, reciprocity, and
cooperation, which reduce cynicism, encourage political participation, and facilitate
economic development, democratic stability, and the resolution of social problems” (p.
39). For example, England’s national education department proposes the need for
“education with character” (p. 61) by providing opportunities for student-run
organizations and encouraging extracurricular activity. England hopes such aims will
improve academic achievement and improve society.
The relationship between civic skills and values building also requires that
educators distinguish moral pluralism from moral relativism, because no environment is
value-neutral (Colby, Ehrlich, Beaumont, & Stephens, 2003, p. 14, 15). Moral pluralism
recognizes that there are multiple value sets that promote the common good and
democracy, but not all value sets are acceptable within this framework. Educators should
avoid values conflict and illegitimate indoctrination. If unavoidable, values-building
should be structured to respond to all sets of democratic ideals (requiring that institutions
develop goals that are consistent with democratic ideals) while still fostering critical
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thought so the classroom environment is free of oppressive doctrine.
Democratic Education
Dahl (2003) and Pateman (2003) argue that socialization, or “social training” (p.
41), is vital to democracy promotion. Specifically, Dahl suggests that education is one
form of social training and serves as a means to communicate democratic norms. The act
of socialization, though, is controversial; “through influencing consciousness and
awareness of …grievances through such mechanisms as socialization, education, media,
secrecy, information control, and the shaping of political beliefs” power-holders can
prevent significant conflict (Gaventa, 1999, p. 57). This idea is echoed by theorists who
ethically question elitists’ intentions to manipulate systems in their own favor (Hirowitz,
2003; Hirschl, 2003), an act that is oppressive and promotes public ignorance (Gaventa,
1999).
Democratic education is primarily conceptualized as either teaching civic
education (Finkel, 2003; Colby, Ehrlich, Beaumont, & Stephens, 2003) or training within
a democratic climate (Vieno, Perkins, Smith, & Santinello, 2005; Colby, Ehrlich,
Beaumont, & Stephens, 2003); Schetman, 1993). Scholars have found that civic
education, or at least political knowledge, is positively correlated with political
participation (Finkel, 2003; Popkin & Dimock, 1999; Inglehart, 1979). Arguments
within the realm of democratic education, which corresponds with civic or moral
education within a democratic society, derive from the responses to and analyses of a
series of related questions: Does competency require knowledge? Does knowledge
constitute competency? Does democratic participation require competency? How do
citizens become competent? Discussion of these questions directly relates to the
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discovery of practices that build competency and the resulting acts of citizenship
participation in a democracy.
Does Competency Require Knowledge?
Niemi and Junn (1998) found that students’ political knowledge was enhanced by
civic curriculum. However, the argument that political knowledge increased civic
competency was not adequately addressed. Although the literature displays various
semantic contentions about and operational definitions of knowledge and competency,
most scholars distinguish between raw facts and applied skills. For example, Colby and
colleagues (2003) believe that democratic education requires development of both moral
and civic understanding and moral and civic skills. Milner (2002, p. 49) distinguishes
between “factual political information” and “cognitive proficiency.”
Habermas (1981/1984) argues that knowledge is the foundation for rational
decision-making. More specifically, rationality is how “participants acquire and use
knowledge” (p. 8). If one assumes rational decision-making demonstrates competence
(Elkin, 1999, p. 387), then the argument posed by Habermas would support the position
that knowledge is necessary for competency. Almond and Verba (1963, p. 95) state that
“Democratic competence is closely related to having valid information about political
issues and processes, and to the ability to use information in the analysis of issues and the
devising of influence strategies.” Competencies can also be described as “capacities,” in
which the issue of knowledge surfaces not when asking “who participates” or “how to
participate”, but “what people are participating about” (Gaventa, 1999, p. 49-51).
Niemi and Junn (1998) found that “Students who have had no civics classes or
who never studied the subject know less about all aspects of government; they are also
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less able to interpret written and graphic material about political matters” (p. 67). Their
research suggests that political competence is unlikely without prior civic curriculum.
Popkin and Dimock (1999) found citizens without political knowledge were competent as
long as they had a contextual knowledge-base. Participants used “information short-cuts”
(p. 117) to connect contextual knowledge to a current situation about which little was
known to make a competent decision. The shortfall in this process is that participants
may not fully realize the potential consequence of their decision. Perhaps knowledge
only one type of competency, or capacity (Gaventa, 1999). According to the literature,
some form of prior knowledge is necessary to achieve at least a minimal level of
proficiency and be aware of the consequences of action. Scholars have yet to agree what
minimal level of proficiency entails.
Does Knowledge Constitute Competency?
Competency has also been defined as civil literacy: “ability manifesting itself in
the form of political knowledge, and willingness in the form of political participation”
(Milner, 2002, p. I). From Milner’s interpretation, competency requires knowledge, but it
also demands participation. Mannheim (Kettler & Loader, 2001, p. 48) doubts the value
of “a scholastically systematic method” in teaching an individual how to think
authentically and laments the exclusion of “actual situation” (e.g., experiential
knowledge) in school. Popkin and Dimock (1999, p. 118) believe that “Political
knowledge does not determine whether citizens can make reasoned decisions,”
suggesting that rational decision-making does not necessarily require knowledge.
However, they are quick to add that political knowledge “does determine how new
information is incorporated into their evaluations.” Further analysis of their position
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requires reasoning about whether rational decision-making constitutes competency or if it
is merely one type of competency.
According to Almond and Verba (1963) a person qualifies as applying their
knowledge and being influential – but not necessarily being influential about what they
meant to be influential about. It could be implied, then, that competency requires
preciseness of action. Can a citizen who chooses not to participate and is fully aware of
the consequence of that action be considered competent? Milner (2002) might argue that
the individual lacked competency, which also requires “willingness in the form of
political participation (p. I). Furthermore, the individual failed to influence any object as
stipulated by Almond and Verba. Competency, then, requires not just a minimal level of
proficiency and awareness about the consequence of action, but also requires an action
that influences some object (e.g., policy or person), which excludes the act of inaction, in
precisely the manner in which it was intended.
Does Effective Democratic Participation Require Competency?
Popkin and Domock (1999) claim that citizens are competent without political
knowledge, but voters may not fully “perceive the stakes in an election” without a
knowledge base as context (p. 118). Does competency require that citizens fully know
the consequences of their action? Development of critical competency, “strengthened by
popular knowledge, information, and culture” helps citizens become effective
participants in democracy (Gaventa, 1999, p. 62). Political processes are often complex,
and effective participation sometimes requires participants to make profound distinctions
among policies (Popkin & Dimock). Overall, competent citizens, or individuals
possessing “contextual knowledge” (p. 142), are more likely to vote, and contextual
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knowledge increases the quality of their judgments.
No one would disagree that uninformed citizenry do vote. However, studies
reveal that civic education increases participation (Popkin & Dimock, 1999; Inglehart,
1979). In addition, Gaventa (1999) believes knowledge and information strengthen
competency and help citizens become effective in the political arena. Almond and Verba
(1963) and Milner (2002) imply that competency requires democratic participation (e.g.,
voting, deliberation, or protesting). Competency thus reinforces participation, which
reinforces competency.
How Do Citizens Become Competent?
Gaventa (1999) breaks down competency into three power dimensions. The first
dimension describes citizenship within a pluralist society where the ability to influence
decision-makers is necessary (e.g., through interest groups). The second dimension
concerns the way people access decision-makers and mobilization of citizens. For
example, participating in organizations gives opportunity to “those who have been
excluded” or to “previously latent issues and players” a greater chance of being heard. In
response to the third dimension, Gaventa believes citizen competency is strengthened
through “strategies of awareness building, liberating education, promotion of a critical
consciousness, overcoming internalized oppressions, developing indigenous or popular
knowledge” (p. 57) and any other method that promotes mobilization of citizenry.
Barber (1999) equates democratic discourse to civil discourse. Civility is defined
as based on commonality, deliberation, inclusiveness, provisionality, listening, learning,
lateral communication, imagination, and empowerment. To increase competence, then,
he suggests educating for civility. Concerning deliberative democracy, Gutmann and
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Thompson (1996) conclude “the single most important institution outside government is
the educational system,” and citizenship preparation requires school to “go beyond
teaching literacy and numeracy” and “aim to develop their students’ capacities to
understand different perspectives, communicate their understandings to other people, and
engage in the give-and-take of moral argument” (p. 359).
Gaventa (1999) suggests that competency can be strengthened by methods that
build awareness, liberate education, and promote critical thought (p. 57). Citizen
mobilization is the key for competence-building. Citizen preparation through the
education system is vital (Barber, 1999; Gutmann & Thompson, 1996), but how students
are prepared is also important. An education that represents and allows multiple
perspectives and promotes dialogue helps build critical thought. Inversely, structuring
education to rely on “performance indicators as a key mechanism for improving student
achievement” (Ryan, 2004, p. 443) perpetuates a cycle emphasizing production of mass
skill sets and dependency on the technological advancements of culture (Lyotard,
1979/1984). This kind of oppression “attempts to control think and action, leads women
and men to adjust to the world, and inhibits their creative power” (Freire, 200).
The acceptance of deliberative democracy in the school system is not a subtle
change. In fact, deliberative democracy and adoption of democratic education is
revolutionary. The empirical structures currently in place undermine students’ potential
for democratic participation and competency by instituting educational programs
enforced by an unequal power relation between student and teacher. While the
curriculum may or may not be oppressive, the environment created through combining
knowledge transfer with a teacher-student power distance is oppressive (Freire, 2000) and
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dismisses the premise of equality (of person and thought). Instituting deliberative
democracy in the classroom might alleviate the stresses of such a relationship by
providing an environment of mutual respect and critical thought while preparing a student
body for effective participation in a democratic society that is also capable of
transforming their world.
By examining the language and unique principles reflected in the theoretical
constructs affiliated with varying democratic models, this study distinguishes deliberative
democratic practices from among more general practices, such as participatory
democratic practice, represented in the IEA CivEd Study. In doing so, insight might be
gained into the relationship, if extant, of deliberative democratic practices on quality
citizen participation.
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III. METHOD
Datasets
The International Association for Educational Achievement (IEA) began the
Civic Education Study (CivEd) in the late 1960s, aspiring to capture effective civic
competency measures appropriate for teenage students. As the study progressed, the
instrument was divided into five sections: civic content, civic skills, concepts (about
democracy, democratic institutions, and citizenship), attitudes (concerning minority
groups’ and women’s rights), and actions (current and expected political participation in
democratic processes). The CivEd study also collected survey data on students’
perceptions of classroom climate, students’ participatory efficacy, and individual
participant demographics.
Each of the five categories addressed issues across three domains. Domain I
focused on students’ understanding and conceptualization of democracy, democratic
institutions, and citizenship. Domain II pertained to national identity and general
concepts about international relations. Domain III addressed social cohesion and
diversity. Test items about students’ conception of democracy were derived from
multiple democratic models, including rule of law, liberalism, pluralism, participation,
communitarian, social welfare, and elitism.
The IEA CivEd Study dataset included item responses from ninth-graders in 28
countries, of which data from Australia (n = 3,331 from 142 schools), the United States
(n = 2,811 from 124 schools), and England (n = 3,043 from 128 schools) were analyzed
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(see Appendix C for summary statistics). These particular nations were chosen due to
similarity in each nation’s stated educational goals and reasonably similar demographic
backgrounds, including Human Development Index ratings, adult literacy, and public
education expenditures (Torney-Purta, Lehmann, Oswald, & Schulz, 2001).
Design
Dependent Variables: Measures of Quality Participation
The CivEd test items used as variables in the current study were items that
provided the closest measure of each dependent and independent variable. Dependent
variables for quality participation were selected by considering different types of student
action. The CivEd Study divided student participation into at least two discernable
categories – current student participation and expected student participation. In addition,
the construct asked students about their own perspective on what being a good citizen
entailed. Test items from each of these categories were used as dependent variables.
Two binary test items selected to measure current student participation were
bsgas01 (Have you participated in a student council / student government) and bsgas03
(Have you participated in a group which prepares a school newspaper?). In the current
study, these test items were referred to as Student Council and Newspaper, respectively
(Table 3.1). Although neither variable measured the exact quality of students’ current
participation, the organization to which each variable refers might have allowed students
more opportunity to practice a wider range of democratic process than other listed
organizations.
Test items selected to measure quality of students’ expected participation
corresponded to the question, “When you are an adult, what do you expect that you will
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do?” The particular test item selected was CivEd item bs5m2 (Get information about
candidates before voting in an election) and was referred to in the current study as
Informed Voting (see Table 3.1). The categorical response scale for this item included
0 = Don’t know, 1 = I will certainly not do this, 2 = I will probably not do this, 3 = I will
Table 3.1
Item-Response Description for Independent and Dependent Variables________________
Variable

CivEd Item

CivEd Item Description

Response Scale

_____________Number____________________________________________________
Disagreement

bs4n7

Teacher [often or never] encourage us to

0-4

discuss political or social issues about which
people have different opinions
Multiple

bs4n8

Perspectives

Teachers [often or never] present multiple

0-4

sides of an issue when explaining it in class
explaining it in class

Student

bsgas01

Council
Newspaper

Have you participated in a student council /

1-2

student government?
bsgas03

Have you participated in a group which

1-2

prepares a school newspaper?
Informed

bs5m2

Voting
Peaceful
Protest

Get information about candidates before

1-4

voting in an election
bs3b5

An adult who is a good citizen would

1-4

participate in a peaceful protest against a law

________________________believed to be unjust_______________________________
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probably do this, 4 = I will certainly do this.
For analytical purposes, the CivEd test items measuring students’ perspectives on
what being a good citizen entailed were categorized by the IEA as portraying
Conventional Citizenship or Social-Movement-Related citizenship. Within the IEA
dataset, these two categories were weighted variables – CTCONMLE and CTSOCMLE,
respectively. For the current study’s purposes, however, test items were considered
individually. In particular, test item bs3b5 (An adult who is a good citizen would
participate in a peaceful protest against a law believed to be unjust) was selected and
referred to as Peaceful Protest (Table 3.1). The response scale for this item was 1 = not
very important, 2 = somewhat important, 3 = important, 4 = very important.
Independent Variables: Measures of Deliberative Democratic Practices
Test items assessed as most closely representative of deliberative democratic
practices were bs4n7 (Teacher encourages us to discuss political or social issues about
which people have different opinions) and bs4n8 (Teachers present several sides of an
issue when explaining it in class). The response scale for each of these questions was 0 =
Don’t know, 1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Often. These two items
Disagreement and Multiple Perspectives, respectively, represented deliberative
democratic practices on multiple levels (Table 3.1). Each item admitted disagreement
about issues without allusion to right or wrong perspectives on the issue, and each hinted
of the responsibility of the teacher to provide a wide range of perspectives. Furthermore,
while other test items emphasized a climate accepting of students’ opinions with no
mention of rational justification, Disagreement invited the student to take action by
engaging in discussion rather than by offering an opinion.
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Control Variables
Control variables were selected due to results found in one or more of previous
IEA studies (Torney-Purta, Lehmann, Oswal, & Schulz, 2001; Baldi, Perie, Skidmore,
Greenberb, & Hahn, 2001; Kerr, Lines, Blenkinsop, & Schagen, 2002). Gender seemed
to be either directly or indirectly related to students’ interest in national politics, listening
to news broadcasts on the radio, confidence in participation in school, learning about
voting, perceptions of an open classroom climate, civic knowledge, willingness to vote,
and participation in student council. Students from homes with more books in the home
also had higher civic knowledge scores and reported a greater likelihood of voting.
Students’ expected years of future education was also correlated with civic knowledge.
Gender, number of books in the home, and expected years of future education were
controlled for in all analyses. Additional control variables selected depended on the
participation being measured.
Stated Hypotheses A and Expectations
Greater participation in student council or student government will occur when
students perceive their teachers as often encouraging them to discuss political or social
issues about which people had different opinions and as often presenting several sides of
an issue when explaining it in class, while controlling for gender, number of books in the
home, and students’ expected years of future education and while all other variables
remain constant:
HaA1: Discussing political or social issues about which students have different opinions
has a negative effect on participation in student council or government.
HaA2: Presenting several sides of an issue has a negative effect on participation in student
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council or government.
Stated Hypotheses B and Expectations
Greater participation in a group which prepared a school newspaper will occur
when students perceive their teachers as often encouraging them to discuss political or
social issues about which people had different opinions and as often presenting several
sides of an issue when explaining it in class, while controlling for gender, number of
books in the home, students’ expected years of future education, newspapers read as
source of information, and television broadcasts watched as a source of information and
while all other variables remain constant:
HaB1: Discussing political or social issues about which students have different opinions
has a positive effect on participation in a school newspaper.
HaB2: Presenting several sides of an issue has a positive effect on participation in a school
newspaper.
Stated Hypotheses C and Expectations
In classrooms where students perceived their teachers as often encouraging them
to discuss political or social issues about which people had different opinions and often
presenting several sides of an issue when explaining it in class, reports will show that
students will often get information about candidates before voting in an election while
controlling for gender, number of books in the home, students’ expected years of future
education, newspapers read as source of information, television broadcasts watched as a
source of information, learning about the importance of voting, and the students’
expectation to vote and while all other variables are held constant:
HaC1: Discussing political or social issues about which students have different opinions
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has a positive effect on students’ expectation to participate in informed voting.
HaC2: Presenting several sides of an issue has a positive effect on students’ expectation to
participate in informed voting.
Stated Hypotheses D and Expectations
In classrooms where students perceived teachers as often encouraging them to
discuss political or social issues about which people had different opinions and often
presenting several sides of an issue when explaining it in class, reports will show that
students believed an adult who is a good citizen would participate in a peaceful protest
against a law believed to be unjust while controlling for gender, number of books in the
home, and students’ expected years of future education and while all other variables
remain constant:
HaD1: Discussing political or social issues about which students have different opinions
has a positive effect on students’ expectation to participate in a peaceful protest.
HaD2: Presenting several sides of an issue has a positive effect on students’ expectation to
participate in a peaceful protest.
Procedure
Logit regression analysis for survey data was used to assess the relationships
between measures of deliberative democratic practices and individual measures of quality
citizen participation (see Figure 3.1 for statement of the full model). Statistical analyses
were performed using Stata version 9.2.
Logit regression statistics were used due to the categorical nature of the dependent
variables. Furthermore, use of survey logistic commands accounted for the assumption
that students’ responses within each stratum (country) will be more similar to each other
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Hypotheses A:
DV1 = IV1 + IV2 + IV3 + IV4 +IV5
Student Council = Disagreement + Multiple Perspectives + Gender + Home Literacy
+ Expected Years of Future Education
Hypotheses B:
DV2 = IV1 + IV2 + IV3 + IV4 +IV5 + IV6 + IV7
Newspaper = Disagreement + Multiple Perspectives + Gender + Home Literacy +
Expected Years of Future Education + Newspaper as Information + Television as
Information
Hypotheses C:
DV3 = IV1 + IV2 + IV3 + IV4 +IV5 + IV6 + IV7 + IV8 + IV9
Informed Voting = Disagreement + Multiple Perspectives + Gender + Home Literacy
+ Expected Years of Future Education + Newspaper as Information + Television as
Information + Importance of Voting + Expectation to Vote
Hypotheses D:
DV4 = IV1 + IV2 + IV3 + IV4 +IV5
Peaceful Protest = Disagreement + Multiple Perspectives + Gender + Home Literacy
+ Expected Years of Future Education

Figure 3.1. Research Design Model.
than to students’ responses in another stratum; Likewise, the expectation that students’
responses within each cluster (school) would be more similar to each other than to
students’ responses in other clusters was also taken into account. The survey set included
3 stratum, or countries: Australia, the United States, and England. 393 schools, or
clusters, were also identified and accounted for in the analysis (see Appendix C for
summary statistics of the survey set).
In order to make compatible with the binary nature of logit, the two binary
dependent variables, Student Council (bsgas01) and Newspaper (bsgas03), were recoded.
Originally, responses were coded as 1 or 2, and they were recoded to convey responses as
either 0 or 1, respectively, instead. Gender (bsggend) was also recoded in the same
manner. Steps were also taken to ensure that missing responses and items not
administered would not skew the results. Variables for which this step was taken
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included Student Council, Newspaper, Gender, Home Literacy (bsgbook), Expected
Years of Future Education (bsgyfed), Importance of Voting (bs4k7), Television News
Broadcast as Primary Source of Information (bs5l9), and Newspaper as Primary Source
of Information (bs5l7) (see Appendix A for variable descriptions and response codes).
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IV. RESULTS
Logit regression for survey data was used to analyze the first set of hypotheses
(Hypotheses A), or the effect of Disagreement and Multiple Perspectives on Student
Council while controlling for Gender, Home Literacy, and Expected Years of Future
Education (n=6,732, df=390). Results suggested an effect of Disagreement on Student
Council (see results in Table 4.1; also see Figure 5.1). Magnitude of the effect was
calculated using the marginal effects command. The probability that students responded
with a 1 (rather than 0) on Student Council was approximately 29% for the fixed model.
Table 4.2 displays the probabilities of participation in Student Council across incremental
categories of Disagreement. Participation in Student Council decreased by
approximately 7% as greater occurrence of Disagreement was reported. Inversely, nonparticipation in Student Council decreased by 7% as greater occurrence of Disagreement
was reported. No effect of Multiple Perspectives on Student Council was found.
Logit regression was also used to test the second set of hypotheses (Hypotheses
B). Specifically, a survey logit model was used to analyze the potential causal effect of
Disagreement and Multiple Perspective on Newspaper while controlling for Gender,
Home Literacy, Expected Years of Future Education, Newspapers as Information, and
Television as Information (n=6,524, df=390). Results showed no effect of either
Disagreement or Multiple Perspectives on Newspaper (see Table 4.1).
Ordered logit regression for survey data was used to test the third set of
hypotheses (Hypotheses C), or the effect of each Disagreement and Multiple Perspectives
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on Informed Voting (n=6,076, df=389). Control variables were Gender, Home Literacy,
Table 4.1
Odds Ratios, Standard Errors, and Marginal Effects from Logit Regression Results for
Effect of Deliberative Democracy Practices on Student Council and Newspaper________
Dependent Variable Independent Variable

OR

Marginal Effect

___________________________________________________

dy/dx____________

Student Council

Disagreement

1.12**

.023**

Multiple Perspectives

1.02

.004

Gender

Newspaper

.80**

Home Literacy

1.16**

.030

Years of Future Education

1.31**

.057**

Disagreement
Multiple Perspectives
Gender

______

-.046**

.99

.001

1.03

.005

.71**

-.057**

Home Literacy

1.11**

.017**

Years of Future Education

1.19**

.019**

Newspapers as Information

1.37**

.051**

Television as Information

1.06

.009_____________

*p<.05
**p<.01
Expected Years of Future Education, Newspapers as Information, Television as
Information, Importance of Voting, and Expectation to Vote. Results indicated effects of
both Disagreement on Informed Voting and Multiple Perspectives on Informed Voting
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(see Table 4.3). Probabilities for the marginal effects of Disagreement on Informed
Table 4.2
Probability of Participation in Student Council Across Disagreement Categories_______
Disagreement Categories
Student Council Categories

1=Never

2=Rarely 3=Sometimes 4=Often

0=Yes

.742

.720

.697

.673

1=No

.258

.280

.303

.327

Voting are displayed in Table 4.4. Expectation to not participate in informed voting
(reference categories 1 and 2 of Informed Voting) decreased as a greater degree of
Disagreement was reported. The majority of students indicated they would probably
participate in informed voting, probability that also decreased as a greater degree of
Disagreement was reported. Reporting that students would certainly participate in
informed voting increased by approximately 8% as a greater degree of Disagreement
occurred.
Finally, ordered logit regression was performed for Hypotheses D, which
questioned the potential causal effect of both Disagreement and Multiple Perspectives on
Peaceful Protest while controlling for Gender, Home Literacy, and Expected Years of
Future Education (n=6,331, df=390). Results indicated an effect of Disagreement on
Peaceful Protest but no significant effect of Multiple Perspectives on Peaceful Protest
(see Table 4.3). Marginal effects of Disagreement on Peaceful Protest are displayed in
Table 4.5. The probability that students reported participation in a peaceful protest to be
not important decreased by approximately 4% as greater degree of Disagreement
occurred, and the probability of participation was reported as somewhat important
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decreased by approximately 7% across the same measures. The probability of reporting
such participation as either Important or Very important increased by 4% and 8%,
respectively, as a greater degree of Disagreement occurred.
Table 4.3
Odds Ratios and Standard Errors from Ordered Logit Regression Results for the Effects
of Measures of Deliberative Democracy Informed Voting and Peaceful Protest________
_Dependent Variable

Independent Variable_

OR

SE___

Informed Voting

Disagreement

1.14**

.042

Multiple Perspectives

1.07*

.035

Gender

0.78**

.043

Home Literacy

1.09**

.026

Expected Years of Future Education 1.11**

.025

Newspapers as Information

1.27**

.043

Television as Information

1.06

.038

Importance of voting

1.27**

.044

Expectation to Vote

3.92**

.169

Disagreement

1.18**

.037

Multiple Perspectives

1.04

.034

Gender

0.90*

.044

Home Literacy

0.99

.020

Peaceful Protest

Expected Years of Future Education 1.14**

.022

________________________________________________________________________
* p<.05
**p<.01
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Table 4.4
Probability of Students’ Expectation of Informed Voting Across Disagreement Categories
Disagreement Categories
Informed Voting Categories

1=Never

1=I will certainly not do this

.034

.030

.026

.023

2=I will probably not do this

.169

.153

.137

.123

3=I will probably do this

.561

.557

.550

.540

4=I will certainly do this

.235

.260

.286

.314
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2=Rarely 3=Sometimes 4=Often

Table 4.5
Probability of Students’ Expectation of Peaceful Protest Across Disagreement Categories
Disagreement Categories
Peaceful Protest Categories

1=Never

2=Rarely 3=Sometimes 4=Often

1=Not important

.129

.112

.097

.083

2=Somewhat important

.301

.279

.256

.233

3=Important

.405

.421

.432

.440

4=Very important

.165

.189

.215

.244
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V. DISCUSSION
Hypotheses A: Encouraging students to discuss issues on which there was
disagreement had a significant effect on whether students participated in student council.

No
No
Yes
Yes

Participation in Student Council

Participation in Student Council

Effect
of Disagreement
on Participation
in Student
Council
The
Effect
of Disagreement
on Participation
in Student
Council

Never
Never

Rarely
Rarely

•

Sometimes
Sometimes
Disagreement

Disagreement
Participated in Student
Council
Participated in Student Council

Often
Often

Fitted values
―――― Fitted values

Figure 5.1. Effect of Disagreement on Participation in Student Council.
Although a negative outcome was expected, Disagreement was linked to a positive
outcome for Student Council. In this case, “yes” responses to participation in student
council were coded as 0, and “no” responses were coded as 1. Therefore, the positive
effect is such that the probability of a student not having been a member of a student
council or government council increased as students’ reported greater encouragement on
the part of the teacher to discuss issues about which there was disagreement (see Figure
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5.1). Classroom instruction that supported multiple perspectives did not have a
significant effect on whether students participated in student council. Results do not
support the expected relationship of either Disagreement or Multiple Perspectives and
Student Council (see Table 5.1 for hypotheses statements and reported results).
Hypotheses B: No effect of either disagreement or multiple perspectives on
participation in a class that published a school newspaper was found. Therefore,
expectations were not supported.
Hypotheses C: Positive effects of both Disagreement and Multiple Perspectives
on Informed voting were revealed. Figure 5.2 portrays a positive relationship

Figure 5.2: Effect of Disagreement on Participation in Informed Voting
between Disagreement and Informed Voting. Table 4.4 shows the marginal effects of
the relationship at each variable’s incremental values. The probability that students
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report “I will certainly not do this” decreases as the presence of Disagreement increases;
however, the increase is only about 1 percent (from 3.4 to 2.3 percent). Reports of “I will
probably not do this” also decrease, by about 3 percent, as the presence of Disagreement
increases. The probability that students responses were “I will probably do this”
decreased by about 2 percent as Disagreement values increased incrementally and is the
only outcome for hypotheses concerning Disagreement and Informed voting that does not
support the expected outcome. Furthermore, the probability that students would report “I
will probably do this”, which ranges from about 54 to 56 percent, is greater than the
probability for any other response category, regardless of the level of Disagreement.
Reasons for such a high probability range might include people’s tendency to respond
moderately to potentially controversial or divisive questions, which, in the case of
Informed Voting, would expectedly lead to more responses accumulating in categories 2
and 3. Also potentially affecting reporting tendencies is a perceived social undesirability
of responding in a manner that suggests low support for such a seemingly positive
activity as informed voting. For the last category of Informed Voting, “I will certainly do
this”, responses increased by about 8 percent (from 23.5 to 31.4 percent) as Disagreement
responses incrementally increased. In summary, the expected outcome for the
relationship between Disagreement and Informed Voting was generally supported
Similar discussion can be made for the effect of Multiple Perspectives on
Informed Voting (see Figure 5.3). Variables for which the model controlled also had
significant effects on Informed Voting (see Table 4.4). In particular, expectation to vote
had a significant effect on informed voting. Although the magnitude of the effect was not
calculated, the relationship is portrayed in Figure 5.4.
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Effect of Multiple Perspectives on
Expection to Participate in Informed Voting
Will not
not
Probably
willwill
Will
Will
Probablynot
notProbably
Probably
Will

Expectation to Participate in Informed Voting

Voting
Effect of Multiple Participation
PerspectivesinonInformed
Participation
in Informed Voting

Never
Never

•

Rarely
Sometimes
Rarely
Sometimes
Multiple Perspectives

Often
Often

Multiple Perspectives
Students' Expected Participation
in Informed Voting
Fitted values
Students’ Expected Participation in Informed Voting ―――― Fitted values

Figure 5.3: Effect of Multiple Perspectives on Participation in Informed Voting
Hypotheses D: An effect of Disagreement on Peaceful Protest was revealed. The
probability that students rated participation in a peaceful protest as either important or
very important increased as students reported that their teachers encouraged discussion of
social and political issues bout which students disagree (Table. 4.5). Specifically, the
probability that students reported Peaceful Protest to be “Very important” increased from
16 to 24 percent as Disagreement incrementally increased. On the other hand, the
probabilities that students will claim participation in a peaceful protest to be “important”
are between 40 and 44 percent across all categories of Disagreement. An effect of
Multiple Perspectives on Peaceful Protest was not revealed.
In summary, expected negative relationship between measure of deliberative
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democratic practices and participation in student council was not found. Ironically, a
positive relationship was revealed. Regarding the second set of hypotheses, no effects of
deliberative democratic practices on participation in a school newspaper were found.

Effect of Expectation to Vote on
Expection to Participate in Informed Voting
Will
not
willwill Will
Willnot
not Probably
Probably
notProbably
Probably
Will

Expectation to Participate in Informed Voting

Participation
Voting
Effect of Expectation
to Vote in
onInformed
Participation
in Informed Voting

Will
notnot
Will

Probably
Probably will
will
Probablynot
not
Probably
Expectation to Vote in National Elections

Will
Will

Expectation to Vote in National Elections

•

Students' Expected Participation in Informed Voting
Fitted values
Students’ Expected Participation in Informed Voting ―――― Fitted values

Figure 5.4: Effect of Expectation to Vote on Participation in Informed Voting
Each deliberative democratic practice had a positive effect on students’ expectation to
participate in informed voting, most notably among responses that indicated “I will
certainly do this”. Expectations for the relationship between deliberative democratic
practices and attitudes toward participation in a peaceful protest were partially supported.
Specifically, Disagreement had an effect on Peaceful Protest, but Multiple Perspectives
did not.
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Table 5.1
Hypotheses Statements and Reported Results___________________________________
__________________Hypothesis Statement______
HaA1: Discussing political or social issues about which students

_____Results______
FAIL TO ACCEPT

have different opinions has a negative effect on participation in
student council or government.
HaA2: Presenting several sides of an issue has an negative effect

FAIL TO ACCEPT

on participation in student council or government.
HaB1: Discussing political or social issues about which students

FAIL TO ACCEPT

have different opinions has a positive effect on participation in
a school newspaper.
HaB2: Presenting several sides of an issue has a positive effect

FAIL TO ACCEPT

on participation in a school newspaper.
HaC1: Discussing political or social issues about which students

ACCEPT

have different opinions has a positive effect on students’
expectation to participate in informed voting
HaC2: Presenting several sides of an issue has a positive effect on

ACCEPT

students’ expectation to participate in informed voting.
HaD1: Discussing political or social issues about which students

ACCEPT

have different opinions has a positive effect on students’
expectation to participate in a peaceful protest.
HaD2: Presenting several sides of an issue has a positive effect on
students’ expectation to participate in a peaceful protest.
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FAIL TO ACCEPT

VI. CONCLUSION
An Ethical Imperative to Deliberate
The study’s results lead to three politically salient conclusions. The first
assessment is made under the assumption that variables used to measure deliberative
democratic practices and quality participation are theoretically sound. Under this
assumption and considering the study’s results, deliberative democratic practices do not
have a consistent effect on the quality of fourteen-year-old students’ current and expected
participation in a democracy. To restate the results, no effects of deliberative democratic
practices on current participation were found. Regarding future participation, an effect of
each deliberative democratic practice on students’ expectation to participate in informed
voting was revealed, whereas only one deliberative democratic practice seemed to have
an effect on students’ attitudes toward participation in a peaceful protest. Such results are
not intuitively compatible with deliberative democratic expectations. If the effect of
deliberative democratic practices on current and future quality of participation in
democracy is not definite, then what is their value? If the results are accepted at face
value, then perhaps preservation of constitutional liberties and special affection for
mutual respect, publicity, reciprocity, and accountability satisfy moral requirements that
do not necessitate quantification. In other words, perhaps the practice of deliberative
democracy holds intrinsic value based on a certain moral and ethical standards.
Gutmann and Thompson (1999) clearly state that deliberative democracy
constitutes more than practices; deliberative democracy is a set of principles.
47

Conceptually, deliberative democracy is based on the belief that human agency warrants
respect, and rational perspectives should be shared and discussed with other like agents.
In principle, the value of deliberative democracy honors and protects individuals as
active, critical beings. Within the school system, this ethical imperative is determined to
equalize the power relationship that exists between teacher and student (Lyotard,
1979/1984). Whether this occurs through facilitating a deliberative school climate or, as
Ryan (2004) suggests, through evaluating students’ and schools’ performance more
deliberatively, the imperative lingers. Habermas (1981/1989, 1981/1984) might also
remind educators that the common good is socially constructed and relies on deliberation
and communicative action. Thus, the value of deliberation, whether readily quantifiable
or conveniently captured by scientific measures, is indispensable.
At a systematic level, the value of moral pluralism must also be recognized.
Democracy, even if the best form of government, is not consistent across governments.
Deliberative democracy is one of many democratic models. From a holistic perspective,
a governmental system might benefit from deliberative practices in certain settings while
concurrently employing other types of principles, such as aggregative, in other settings.
Furthermore, the efficiency and satisfaction of governance in a deliberative versus other
type of democracy should be considered. Although the legitimation process offered by
deliberation aims to preserve individuals’ identity and constitutional rights, perhaps
people place higher value on other types of legitimation. If a classroom climate based on
deliberative principles is to be instituted, then effective participation in any different type
of democratic environment should be the goal.
Deliberative democracy also offers a way to develop critical consciousness. Four
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questions asked during the literature review were: Does competency require knowledge?
Does knowledge constitute competency? Does democratic participation require
competency? How do citizen become competent? Regarding the fourth question,
Gaventa (1999) suggests that citizens become competent through methods that help build
awareness, develop critical consciousness, and increase popular knowledge. These
elements are also required for participation in a deliberative democracy, for example
public dialogue and critical thought. Theoretically, critical thought enhances selfgovernance and the ability to make informed and reasonable decisions. Therefore, a
classroom climate based on deliberative democratic principles should enable and enhance
students’ effective participation in any type of democratic self-governance.
Measuring Deliberative Democracy
The second conclusion regarding the results questions the assumption that the variables
selected to measure deliberative democratic practices are valid. Each variable selected to
measure a deliberative democratic practice was chosen based on at least two
considerations. First, variables had to support the deliberative democratic model
described by leading theorists (Gutmann, 1993; Gutmann & Thompson, 1996; 1999;
2004) (see also Figure 2.1). For example, a test item that emphasized teachers’
encouragement for students’ opinions (i.e., bs4n3) was not used due to deliberative
democratic requirement that positions be based on rational arguments rather than on
opinions. Second, the variables were assessed as being more representative of
deliberative democratic practices than of other democratic practices. Therefore, items
pertaining to students’ participation in applied curriculum, such as mock trials (see
variable bsnatp2j in Appendix A), were not included due the fact that many items were
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more indicative of participatory democracy than deliberation.
Another consideration is that all responses were self-reported. Possible effects of
self-reported responses on the study are Type I and Type II errors. An argument could be
made that, deliberative democratic practices were present when students reported the lack
thereof, which would lead to Type I errors. Inversely, the argument might also be made
that deliberative democratic practices were not present when students’ responses
indicated otherwise, possibly leading to Type II errors. Another concern with selfreported data is reporter bias. For example, students were asked to select political
behaviors indicative of a good citizen. In response, students may have selected behaviors
they believed to be more socially, rather than politically, desirable. In other words,
students might have been hesitant to select behaviors that potentially make them seem
like bad citizens.
A final concern to be mentioned about deliberative democratic practices regards
teachers’ role in the process. Specifically, teachers may not have the degree of comfort
necessary to allow students to engage in and explore disagreement? Many factors affect
the teachers’ need to control the classroom climate, including class size, demographics,
and the time allotted for each subject-matter. Whether favored or despised, teachers must
accept the time-constraints placed on subject-matter development. Also, discussion of
morally-based argument in large or diverse classrooms elevates teachers’ responsibility to
respond to potentially emotional discussion and protect individual students who may feel
bullied or discriminated against. Teachers who also serve as advisors in student
organizations and other extracurricular activities might be in a better position to allow
deliberative democratic practices to thrive. Perhaps studying the presence of deliberative
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democratic practices within the setting of extracurricular activities would produce
different self-reported results.
Measuring Quality Participation
Finally, the third conclusion regarding the study’s results questions the validity of
measures for quality participation. One important item of concern was the inability to
test indirect participation. Gutmann (1993) specifically stipulates that direct participation
is unnecessary. Indirect participation, however, is difficult to measure. Furthermore,
measuring the quality of indirect participation presents a problem which routes back to
Lyotard’s (1979/1981) original complaint that people often become commodities within
larger systems. Student participation is often measure in terms of quantity and asks
students how much time they spend involved in extracurricular activity without assessing
the quality of students’ involvement.
Related to measuring quality participation is 14-year-old students’ ability to
articulate the experience of political processes. The fourth measure of quality
participation used in this study was about participating in a peaceful protest against a law
believed to be unjust. Ninth-graders’ ability to understand such an act, including the
catalyst and outcome of the process, might be affected by the relevancy of such an act.
For example, a student’s reasoning for behaving or expecting to behave in a particular
manner might be explained differently when asked ten years later.
In summary, a general effect of deliberative democratic practices on quality
participation was not ascertained in the study. Expected relationships between students’
current participation and deliberative democratic practices were not confirmed.
However, three hypotheses regarding students’ future participation were either supported.
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Both deliberative democratic practices had positive effects on students’ expected
participation in informed voting, and one practice (discussion of political of social issues
about which students have different opinions) had a positive effect on students’ attitudes
toward participation in a peaceful protest. Although all hypotheses were not supported
the value of deliberative democracy to students’ current and expected participation
should not be discounted. According to Gutmann and Thomspson (1999), deliberative
democracy is more than a set of practices and is a set of principles that aim to preserve
identity and human agency and offer an environment of empowerment.
Measures used in this study to capture the practice of deliberative democracy are
in agreement with leading theorists’ conceptual outline of deliberative democracy.
Quality participation, however, was more difficult to capture. Overall, the study might
have benefited from more valid measures of quality participation than the construct made
available. Although studying ninth-graders’ perception of democracy might be ideal for
capturing the practices of freshly abstracted minds with adequate knowledge of political
processes, perhaps the ability of these students to articulate their experiences is
insufficient for understanding the consequences of certain types of political action.
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Appendix A
Extractions from the 1999 CivEd Student Catalog Codebook
Extractions from the 1999 CivEd Student Catalog Codebook
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
Disagreement
Variable Name: bs4n7
Often or Never? Teachers encourage us to discuss
Variable Description: political or social issues about which people have
different opinions.
Response Codes
Don’t Know
0
Never
1
Rarely
2
Sometimes
3
Often
4
Not Administered
8*
Missing
9*
Multiple Perspectives
Variable Name: bs4n8
Often or Never? Teachers present several sides of an
Variable Description:
issue when explaining it in class.
Response Codes
Don’t Know
0
Never
1
Rarely
2
Sometimes
3
Often
4
Not Administered
8*
Missing
9*
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DEPENDENT VARIABLES
Student Council
Variable Name: bsgas01
Have you participated in a student council / student
Variable Description:
government?
Response Codes
No
1
Yes
2
Not Administered
8*
Missing
9*
Newspaper
Variable Name: bsgas03
Have you participated in a group which
Variable Description:
prepares a school newspaper?
Response Codes
No
1
Yes
2
Not Administered
8*
Missing
9*
Informed Voting
Variable Name: bs5m2
When you are an adult, what do you expect that you will
Variable Description: do? Get information about candidates before voting in an
election?
Response Codes
Don’t Know
0
I will certainly not do this
1
I will probably not do this
2
I will probably do this
3
I will certainly do this
4
Not Administered
8*
Missing
9*
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Peaceful Protest
Variable Name: bs3b5
An adult who is a good citizen…would participate in a
Variable Description:
peaceful protest against a law believed to be unjust.
Response Codes
Don’t Know
0
Not Important
1
Somewhat Unimportant
2
Somewhat Important
3
Very Important
4
Not Administered
8*
Missing
9*
CONTROL VARIABLES
Gender
Variable Name: bsggend
Variable Description: Are you a female or a male?
Response Codes
Female
1**
Male
2**
Not Administered
8*
Missing
9*
Expected Years of Future Education
Variable Name: bsgyfed
How many years of further education do you expect to
Variable Description:
complete after this year?
Response Codes
0 Years
1
1 or 2 years
2
3 or 4 years
3
5 or 6 years
4
7 or 8 years
5
9 or 10 years
6
More than 10 years
7
Not Administered
8*
Missing
9*
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Home Literacy
Variable Name: bsgbook
Variable Description: How many books are there in your home?
Response
None
1-10
11-50
51-100
101-200
More than 200
Not Administered
Missing
Television as Information
Variable Name: bs5l9

Codes
1
2
3
4
5
6
8*
9*

Variable Description: How often do you watch news broadcasts on television?
Response Codes
Don’t Know
0
Never
1
Rarely
2
Sometimes
3
Often
4
Not Administered
8*
Missing
9*
Newspaper as Information
Variable Name: bs5l7
How often do you read articles in the newspaper about
Variable Description:
what is happening in this country?
Response Codes
Don’t Know
0
Never
1
Rarely
2
Sometimes
3
Often
4
Not Administered
8*
Missing
9*
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Variable Name:
Variable Description:

Variable Name:
Variable Description:

Importance of Voting
bs4k7
Agree or Disagree? In school I have learned about the
importance of voting in national and local elections.
Response Codes
Don’t Know
0
Strongly Disagree
1
Disagree
2
Agree
3
Strongly Agree
4
Not Administered
8*
Missing
9*
Expectation to Vote
bs5m1
When you are an adult, what do you expect that you will
do? Vote in national elections?
Response Codes
Don’t Know
0
I will certainly not do this
1
I will probably not do this
2
I will probably do this
3
I will certainly do this
4
Not Administered
8*
Missing
9*

REFERENCED IN TEXT BUT NOT USED
Opinion
Variable Name: bs4n3
Often or Never? Teachers respect our opinions and
Variable Description:
encourage us to express them during class.
Response Codes
Don’t Know
0
Never
1
Rarely
2
Sometimes
3
Often
4
Not Administered
8*
Missing
9*
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Mock Trials
Variable Name: bsnatp2j
Do you take part in role-playing, mock trials, or dramas
Variable Description:
when you study social studies?
Response Codes
Do not know
0
Yes
1
No
2
Not Administered
8*
Missing
9*
Notes. * Response codes 8 and 9 were represent by “.” in the current study.
** Response code was recoded so that 1=0 and 2=1.
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Appendix B
The Civic Education Since 1971
In 1971, education researchers believed Civic Education “does not merely consist
in the transmission of a body of knowledge, but that it aims at inculcating certain shared
attitudes and values” (Oppenheim & Torney, 1974, p. 13). In addition to measures of
knowledge (cognitive domain), children’s attitudes and values (affective domain) were
also measured. Affective measures relied on internationally observed emphasis on
education for citizenship as well as areas of equality and egalitarian or democratic values.
Citizenship was conceptualized in terms of patriotism, national loyalty; antiauthority/government sentiments, opting out; ethnocentrism and war; and social
conscience. Democratic values addressed racial and religious tolerance, equality and
civil liberties, power and authoritarianism, and elitism. Notably, the terms “democratic”
was omitted from the questionnaire because of students’ seeming inability to comprehend
the term.
During the same timeframe, Andrain (1971) conducted a study on children’s civic
awareness. Similar to the research by Oppenheim and Torney (1974), Andrain accepted
that civic awareness was a combination of cognitive (factual knowledge) and affective
factors. His research differed from the aforementioned in that he assessed motivation, as
well as values and attitudes, within the affective domain (see Example 2). Affective
factors included power, wealth, well-being, rectitude, enlightenment, peace, and political
direction. In the content analysis of American school textbooks, he also found that
democracy was usually placed in contrast to Russian communism and was idealized
rather than defined according to reality. Diversity and conflict were downplayed,
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especially when referring to democracy during the American Civil War and the
oppression of African Americans. War was often glorified and equated to national
defense and patriotism. Examples of citizenship were also discerned as “rather passive”
(p. 24), similar to the Disengaged Good Citizen described by Oppenheim and Torney.
Example 1
Measures of “A Good Citizen” in 1971 (Openheim & Torney, 1974)
A good citizen:

Good
Citizen

Obeys the law (Disengaged Good Citizenship)
Is always polite (Non-political Good Citizenship)
Votes in every election (Disengaged Good Citizenship)
Is loyal to his family (Non-political Good Citizenship)
Works hard (Non-political Good Citizenship)
Joins a political party (Active Good Citizenship)
Knows a good deal about how our tax money is spent (Active
Good Citizenship)
Has good table manners (Non-political Good Citizenship)
Studies hard to pass an examination (Non-political Good
Citizenship)
Pays his taxes regularly (Disengaged Good Citizenship)
Keeps up with what is happening in the world (Disengaged
Good Citizenship)
Tries to change things in the government (Active Good
Citizenship)
Get other people to vote in elections (Active Good Citizenship)
Stands up when the national anthem is played (Disengaged
Good Citizenship)
Shows respect for a funeral (Non-political Good Citizenship)
Belongs to a labor union (Active Good Citizenship)
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Not
Sure

No

Example 2
Affective Domain Questions and Corresponding Value Response Indicators___________
When you hear people talking about freedom, what do you think about?
1. Your parents voting on Election Day (Political Direction)
2. Students protesting the way a college is run*
3. People going to the church of their choice (Rectitude)
4. Your father working in the job of his choice (Wealth)
If you were old enough to vote, why would you vote for a particular person?
1. He is a member of the political party you like. (Political Direction)
2. You like his ideas about how to make the country wealthier. (Wealth)
3. He is an honest and sincere person. (Rectitude)
4. He promises to work for peace. (Peace)
________________________________________________________________________
Note. Taken from Andrain, 1974; * Not assigned an affective value goal
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Appendix C
Survey Description: Stage 1 Sampling Units

62

Appendix D
Description Statistics of Variables
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